decisions every month. Handling and maintaining quality peer-review and publication is a major task that requires coordination, cooperation, enthusiasm, and a sense of service amongst the publication staff. I want to give readers an overview of how we handle this process. First, Remote Sensing has two editorial offices: one in Basel, Switzerland and another in Beijing, China. Once the authors submit the manuscript online, the editorial office processes the papers and: (a) sends them to peer-review; or (b) returns them to the author without review (when the quality is poor). For those manuscripts selected for peer-review, three to six reviewers are typically found for every manuscript. Second, once the reviews are all submitted, the manuscripts and the reviews are sent to one of the Associate Editors (AEs) or Guest Editors (GEs) in the case of guest edited issues. The AEs and GEs look at the reviews and send the paper back to the editorial office with a decision: (i) revise, (ii) reject, (iii) accept. It is quite normal to ask for papers to be revised at this stage. The revision iteration from editorial office to AEs/GEs and back is, often, more than once (I have not seen a single paper come to me without being revised; and often it is revised multiple times). Third, when AEs/GEs make a final decision, all manuscripts await the Editor-in-Chief's (EiC; myself) final decision. At this stage, the EiC considers the reviews as well as comments from AEs/GEs and again makes one of the decisions: (i) revise, (ii) reject, (iii) accept. My role is to ensure that certain standards are maintained and that we apply them uniformly across all manuscripts. Accepted papers will then be edited and processed by the MDPI editorial office headquarters in Basel, Switzerland. Therefore, every manuscript goes through five levels of scrutiny before a final decision is made. These five levels, to re-iterate, are:
A. Editorial office initial processing; B. Three to six peer-reviews; C. Associate Editors' or Guest Editors' scrutiny and decision to: (i) revise, (ii) accept, (iii) reject; D. Editor-in-Chief (EiC) scrutiny and final decision to: (i) revise, (ii) accept, (iii) reject; and E. Editorial office final processing for accepted papers. In order to increase the quality of publications, handle large volume of decisions rationally, and to consider different areas of expertise, I invited a team of 10 highly distinguished scientists to join Remote Sensing as Associate Editors (AEs). The AEs, listed below, have already started making a significant contribution in scrutinizing the peer-review articles, evaluating them, and in making decisions.
This model is not sustainable for every good professional. Of course, it is reasonable to decline to review papers when necessary, and when numerous journals put demands on your time; but you must also identify and choose the journals for which you want to serve as authors, reviewers, editors, and contributors in many other ways (e.g., guest edit a special issue).
Authors are the "heart and soul" of a journal. It is authorship that defines a journal. Who publishes in a journal? Why do they choose Remote Sensing over other journals? When one sees the quality of papers, authors, and the institutional affiliations of these authors, it gives you a fairly good idea of the standard of the journal itself. In this regard, I would ask the readers to take a look at the long list of manuscripts and authors in our more recent issues. It is clear that the journal is heading in a very positive direction.
I would like to mention one discordant note: there are times when I receive letters from authors after a rejection decision, appealing for reconsideration. Regarding such letters, it is important to note that the several layers of decision-making process that we abide by (as explained in previous paragraphs), almost certainly leads to a fair and honest decision. Request for reconsideration adds to our workload and is not helpful to authors in improving the quality of their papers. Rather, it is my best advice to such authors to spend additional time in revising and improving their manuscript and resubmit the paper as a new paper (rather than write to me) that will go through another fair and independent peer-review process. Ultimately, a paper that deserves to be published will get published.
Increasing submissions, in recent times, has meant there is stiff competition as to which articles are published and which are rejected. The result is that only good, very good or even the best papers are published. I expect the number of submissions to increase further in coming months and the natural outcome of this will be that only the best will get published. We will probably maintain about 50 articles per issue as a maximum, unless we see a further dramatic increase in submissions. As a move towards this, we have been constantly innovating and raising the bar. For example, we are tightening the rules on the paper standards, as it is clear from these additional instructions to authors that call for greater scrutiny and greater rigor: https://dl.dropboxusercontent.com/u/165068305/Remote_Sensing-Additional_Instructions.pdf.We have also added instructions for review papers where we expect greater depth and detail in order that such papers have a chance of publication. These instructions are in addition to our normal instructions to authors.
A good way to gauge the interest and importance of an online journal is to look at its online statistics of readership. In this regard, the total number of visits through Google to Remote Sensing manuscripts in 2013 was 175,157 (* "Visits" represent the number of visits to the journal homepage through Google.). The total number of pageviews is 490,669 while full text downloads from MDPI website was 417,372 in 2013, see Table 2 . Figure 2 shows the geographical distribution of PDF downloads in 2013. Increasing popularity of online open access (OA) publishing is inevitable. However, there are various models and debates on the future of publishing [1] . The two well-known models to OA publishing: gold (online open access model recommending pay-to-publish rather than pay-to-read), and green (archival route). The European Union-funded Finch report recommends "gold" open access with certain reservations. The United States Office of Science and Technology Policy (OSTP) released a memo in 2013 advocating that all federally funded research papers and data be made available free of cost from 12 months after publication. There are other models and ideas as well as descriptions of the pitfalls of the predatory nature of any of these publications that academics need to be aware of [1] .
